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I. Introduction

Inbore launch disturbances determine the initial dy(ianic state imposed on the transi-
tional ballistic phase of projectile launch. During inbore travel, the projectile must traverse
a path determined by the static, dynamic and gravity induccd curvature of the gun tube.
The gravity induced curvature is simply the droop of the gun (lue to the force of gravity
acting on the tube. The static curvature is the bore straightness profile resulting from
the inability of the manufacturing processes to machine a perfectly straight tube. The
dynamic curvature of the gun tube is a result of complex interdependent events. Part of
the dynamic curvature or bending of the gun tube arises from the forces and moments
created as the propellant gas pressure acts on the breech. The recoil axis, the mass center
of the recoiling parts and the center of rotation are not colinear. Therefore, the propellant
gas force causes linear and angular rigid body motion as well as vibrational bending of the
gun tube. As this occurs, the propellant gas is also accelerating the projectile alohtg the
bore. The projectile responds to the motion of the gun tube walls and the gun tilbe to a
lesser extent responds to the motion of the projectile. This path can be thought of as the
forcing function causing the balloting motion of an elastic sub-projectile supporttd by a
group of elastic sabot p)etals.

The response of the sabot petals to this forcing function determines the linear and
angular dynamic state of the sabot/projectile at muzzle exit. The interaction between the
sahot boreriders and the tube wails vwill therefore detenrtuine not only the quality of the
dynanic state at the muzzle but the level of asynamnetry iml)artcd to the projjctil,. The
rear borerider is the stiffer of the two boreriders and can be expected to act more as a
pivot. point.. The front, borerider is generally loated oln the sabot cup and will 1,: obabl)ly
drive the elastic response of the sabot/projectile. The primary objective of the study is
to determine how the borerider stiffness affects the launch dynamics and dispersion of the
projectile.

Generic 25am, sabot launched fin-stabilized kinetic energy anmmunition was tested
with sabots whose front borerider stiffness was increased atnd deereasied froim that of a
baseline configuration. The stiffness of the borerider was computed by an ANSYS finite
clement analysis, performed under contract by Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories.

The projectiles were mantufactured with 4-petal sabot segments and it steel sub-projectile,
Figure (1), A steel sub-projectile was chosen because it has low inertia. Consequently,
the saIbot/sub-projectile weight ratio is high and any inbore or transitional ballistic dis-
turbances to the sub-projectile are amplified, simplifying mnea-urenment.

All aspects of the launch dynamics were measured. These included gun dynamics,
transitional ballistics and free flight characteristics. Proxirmity probes were used to ueasure
the motion of the gun tube muzzle during the inhore cycle and to determine the muzzle
pointing angle, linear crossing velocity and angular velocity at shot exit. Six orthogonal
flash x-rays recorded the dynamic state of the p)rojectile at the muzzle and subsequent to
the sabot discard. The Aerodynamic Range Facility photographed the free flight motion
for a distance of 70 meters, thus establishing the projectile trajectory and acrodynamic
jiiul).



II. Sabot Petal Stifftness Analysis

Determining the effective borerider *tifle'ss is a diflicult problem. ill gencral, ,xp,'r-
iniental methods clamp either the bulkhead or the saddle of the sabot. and apply a force
to the sabot scoop and measure the resultant scoop deflection. A load-deflection curve
can then be generated for the scoop. This technique has the obvious prolblcm of only
measuring the stiffness of one petal. Also, clamping the bulkhead or the saddle will result
in different effective stiffnesses. Fixing the bulkhead results in a lower stiflness because
the saddle region bends outward under the action of the applied load. An argument cati
be made for clamping the bulkhead only and including thle saddle deflection because the
sub-projectile is an elastic member. Another unknown is how and where on the bolorelet
the force actually actt. One can postulate that Is tihe scoop deflects, the apl)ication :)oint
of the force moves rearward and the efiective stifnlless could increase (ile to the shorter
moment arm. The effects of clearances botwv'een the sabot anld gun tube coul(l result in it
load being applied on only one side of the scoop at a given instant. The number of sabot
petals is an important pararieter to consider. The iL:face boundary conditiois between
the petals and the sub-projectile will be affected b)y the llulll)erS of petals al(l must result in
a different overall stiffness. A four petal sabot was picked for this study sine it, has a lower
inbore stiffness thau a two or three petal system and should amplify the disturbances.

To compare the effects of different scoop stiffnesses, an anualytic experiment was con-
dcltecl to compute a representative front horerider stiffness. An ANSYS finite element
code wa. usedI to comlpute the f)rce required for a umitoirm lateral displae•ment. of a 3-
D model of one sabot petal. Penetrator bending was not considered and the boundary
con(lition of a clampled sad(le was ttseSd. Three sabot )ectal.: were aIualyzd(l: a baseline
scoop configuration, a stiffer scoop and a softer scOOl), Figure (2) is a phlotograph of two
baseline sa)ot/peuetrator assemblies, each one next to a stiff aud a soft scoop asscem)ly
respectively. The ldifferent thicknesses of the scoops is clearly visible. Figure (3) shows the
displacement of the stiff scoop relative to the undeforined state. Table (1) lists the force
to (leflection ratio for each suabot petal. This is anl effective spring constant representing
the different scoop btilhmess levels. The peicCUt change in the stiffness from that of the
baseline is also listed. Only a 29% reduction in stiffness could l)e achieved for the soft con-
figuration because thi sabot/pcnctrator assembly would lose its inbore structural integrity
if the borerider were weakened any fuirther. These, de.signs w n r,, mniutdactured .1d teste('d
in the second part of this study.

III. Test Instrumentation and Procedure

A schematic of the test set-up is given in Figure (4). Figure (5) is a photograph of the
set-up and Figure (6) is a closeup of the Proximity gage arrangement ;it the muzzle. The
dynamic state of the muzzle was measured by two stations of proximity probes located .10.7
cm and 20.8 cm from the muzzle of the gun. At each station, four Scientific- Atlanta niol,,4
61 eddy evurrent. proximity probes were inotinted in 1)rotective, plas;tic holderr-, with two
l)rob)es (liametrically oplposite each other in the hori'.ontal anld vertical pla•nes respectively.



A p iezoelectric pressure gage shown ih Fligure (6), vlachd clhse to the, muzzle pwided
an ilistruinent'ation trigger Niginalsing a custoni built tril'Pger . ro,,ssl jrlCC.5or that0 se.lsed
both the precursor shock and the m'iii bl.ast Wave, all ills truiIuItat4lO was triggered by
the ,U2Lilk bhlist wave pressure pulse. All proximity probe signals were recorde(l on Nicolet.
model 4094 digital oscilloscopes ati a samlpling frequency of 200 KI-z. Muzzle diisplaceinent.,
pointing angle, transverse linear velo(ity and augular velocity were dctcrl-iied i utilizing

lapp)ropriate dlata reduction techniques. nhe detalns of the experinment•al techniquie and
analysis procedutre are givell in Reference (1).

A 25mm Maim barrel was used to launch the projectiles at a nominal velocity of
.1525 in/s. Seven bmieliUe and one five round group each ots the stifier , Id softer scoop
configurations were launchled. The transitional ballistics of the projectiles were measured
following the procedures outlined ill References (2) and (3). Six orthogonal x-ray stations
at the muzzle, nominally located 0.11, 0.45. 0.82, 1.33, 1.71 mnd 2.10 meter," troni the
muzzle recorded the dynamics of the projectile at muzzle exit. Fig-ures (7) mni, (8) are
horizontal x-ray images of the baseline configuration at 0.11 and 2.10 meters respectiv'ly.-
The photographs indicate that the sabot petals are still in aerodynamic contact with the
sulb-projectile 2.10 meters downrange.

The fiducial cable iised to measure the projectile orientation and position cami also be
seen in the x-ray images. The test procedure required suspending the cable on the line of
fire through the center of the muzzle and the first group of Aerodynamic Range stations. A
low level x-ray of the cable was taken as well as photographs of cable fiducial beads at each
range station. v'oni the range photograiphs, the fiducial cable can he i•oated in the rane•e
coordinate system; thcrefoi'e, the location of the beads unuder each x-ray head arc known,
The l)recisC location of the muzzle could also be deterininel fr'om the fiducial cable. The
cable was then removed and a second x-ray image of the projectile is recorded on the film
dcuring the test. The result is the double image presented in the xray photographs above.
This technique was also used in Reference (3).

A target was located in the last station of the third or fourth group of range stations,
at 51 or 70 meters respectively. A collimated muzzle borescope was used to locate the
target on the line of fire and a nail placed at the aimpoint, on the target was photographed
in the range station. The coordinates of the muzzle and the target aimnl)oint were used to
determine the pre-shot line of fire.

Using the data reduction procedures and theory documented in Reference (4), a com-
plete set of aerodynamic coefficients were obtained for the sub-projec tile, p)ermitting the
determinatiton of the aerodynamic jump.

IV. Jump and Dispersion Model

The previously (lescribed test set-up and clat-a acquisition l)roce(htres are all d(esigncd
to mmeasure the primary factors contributing to the fall of shot on the target. An early
report by C3ay and Elder, Reference (3), is an analytic and expericental study of the Iulnp

of a 901am c1nimuo,,. Only the gull dlyi.mic"s, the arodyIMamhC j111,uh) aM1d inl),re projctile



a~svmile1tl.:es Were conid~(eredl at that. thinic The aitthiors (coltide1d(l that these t~hi'(' ('flects
could ixot itcount for the jumpl onl the target.. A recent. paper by lBicle, Reference (63), does
(usca155 tile sabot separi'ttionl effct... onl theo 'itiup. fleforenco (63) colielldes that the .iliiip 35
tt Vector sum11 of ai series of coiiipoient~s anid that the gull dynlamlics alonle is nlot sulifficiint
to close wvith the target impitct.

'Fils pperutiize tie fllo ing ) a~npmd dispersion mode~ls for sabot launched fin-

sutbilized kinetic onergy aimniuiiition. Tito origin in Figure (9) is the intersection of the
tatrgot and1 the pre-shot line-of-fire. Ani aimpoint canl also be defined and is below the origin
on the vertical axis. Its mnagnitudeil inmilhiradiatis is equal to the gravity drop experienced
by the projectile att a given range. A jump vector in F igutre (9) is a. vector, wvhose horizontal
aid verticatl magnitude is the angle in milliradians of the deviation front the line-of-fire.
The jumip miode(l for -% sabot launchedI fin-st ahilized kinetic mnergy ponetrator consists
of the (3 comiponients displalyed inl Figure (9). '1hle first Component is thle Jililril (htie to
mnuzzle pointing anigle. The guin deviates from the line-of-fiire prVior to shot exit. At shot
exit the m-uzzle, of the guin has a transverse velocity which it imposes on thle projectile.
This de~termineiis the second~ junlip comlponlent, thew iiiu1zr.e crossinig velocity. It is thle 11nigle
'Omlupited by~ dividing the mullzzle transverse velocity by the projec tue launtch veloci ty.

The third jump> component is the angular deviation of the projectile center of gravity
fromt the inistantaneous bore centerlinle at s'hot. exit,. This Vector. is catused by thme iiibor,
balloting motion of' the projectile, muzzle blast disturbantces and projectile mnechanical
disengagemuent. trom the gunl tuibe. The next, component. is the net deviation of thle projectile

the acrodylliiciuim iljup or the mlean anguilar devia~tion of L'ie projectile swerve trajectory.
The sixth vector is thle g ravity drop which is included hiere for completeness. It is not.
normally Considered i. trule J'liifll) Vector bult Canl affet thle dispersion if ki large variation
in p~rojectile mt izzle velocity exists. The.se six j mnip compilonents tire requiredh to (letermninc
howv the projectile arrived i t the target impact p~oint.

Bamsed onl thme modlel defining the projectile jumnp, it di spersion model can be getie'Vatedh.
Counsider Figure (10); at series of projectiles are firedl and at target (lispersion is creatted.
This dispersion is the standa~rd (deviation of tile p)rojectile impacts about tile mleanl impact.
point. Each impatct is created by the sum of at series of dhifferent jiump componeonts. Eachi
jumpil compjoneint has a disper~sion associatedl wit~h it. Statistically, if thle dispersion is the
resuZilt of t he qtuil of ind~epeiidelit. events (i.e. tile individual jiunnps), thenl t he sqluare of
the standard dev'iations of thle J11111. components w~ill sumn to the squiare of the impact
dlispersionm. This is- triue for the horizontal as well as the vertical components. Thuls, a1
dispersionl nio0lel is (describedl by) Eqtuttion (1).

., Ior I + (T

11111~ 4 (Y11 -I- aZ.9 +~*0 ~ ( j-~ p i

It. w~ouIld be simn;)le if tli(, dlispersion was a linear suim of the dlislpersioin inl six jumpl romupo-
nefltS. lI(.)WCVer, it is p)ossible for the jump cllil011)Oiwml1tS to be interrelaited~. For iiist~alice,
it is imumedliately obvriouis that the cg jumpl it. t~he muilzzle is couipled to the amigumlar raite'
of the projectile at the mutzzle. B~oth a-re (Ieterniinle"l byv thle sanmle inlbore forcinge funcltionl.
The angular ratte ait the imu.izzle, modified 1)Ny any sab)ot diSCard ohiStul~irbane.S. is tile immtia l
('OUhit ionl for tile fre(- flight ard( yoh ali1C J11ii1l). 'Therel'fOre ill tihe phys-ical. as ",ell as filie
statistica-l sense, a corr~elationi couldl exist between a.,, and ty,, , his, colihlat~ioil canl be'



expressed by Equation (2).

Or=gj = raca.j (2)

The factor "r" is a correlation coefficient which can be either positive or negative and is a
measure of the statistical strength of the correlation. If such a correlation is found, then
Equation (1) must be modified to include this effect. Including the example correlation in
Equation (1) results in Equation (3).

,,2=o + or + a 2 + Oro + O,,. + a + 2ra"J (3)

Correlations can exist between all of the components statistically and the one in Equation
(3) has been used as an example of how to include this effect in the sum. Later in the paper,
data and physical justifications will be presented as to why this particular correlation was
chosen. In the next section the test data will be analyzed based on the simple model
discussed in this section.

V. Presentation and Analysis of the Data

For each of the projectiles launched it was necessary to generate a jump component
plot such as described in Figure (9). The complete data required to generate the jump
plot and the procedure by which this was accomplished will be presented in this section.
Figure3 (11) and (12) are the muzzle displacement and pointing angle history measured
by the proximity probe array for a baseline round, number 19160. From this data the
muzzle pointing angle, crossing velocity and angular rate of the gun muzzle were computed.
The inbore residence time of this projectile is approximately 2 milliseconds. Both the
displacement and pointing angle are plotted as functions of time, and 12 milliseconds prior
to shot exit both muzzle displacement and movement are observed. These arise from two
sources; the first, is that the line of fire i3 determined with a borescope in the muzzle of the
gun. When the borescope s removed, the gun changes its position and angle as measured
by the proximity gages used to measure the gun motion. The second is that the gun is
fired by pulling a lanyard which can cause gun motion prior to the propellant ignition.

Figures (13) and (14) are x-ray and Aerodynamics Range data of the horizontal and
vertical components of the center of gravity trajectory of the projectile near the muzzle.
The solid line is the pre-shot line of fire to which the jump is referenced. The next set
of data, Figures (15) and (16), is the horizontal and vertical angular motion of the sub-
projectile. Both x-ray data -and Aerodynamics Range data are again included. The (lashed
line in these two plots is the non-linear least squares fit of the free flight yawing motion of
the piojectile. It is clear that there are no measureable sabot discard disturbances such as
those reported in Reference (7) which alter the angular rates during the transiticnal ballistic
phase. This leads to the important conclusion that for this sabot/penetrator system the
linear and angular dynamics of the projectile at the muzzle are th,- initial conditions for
the free flight motion of the projectile. The free flight angular motion recorded by the
Aerodynamics Range and the fit of that data is presented in 3D in Figure (17). The plane
of the total yaw can be clearly identified. It is also the plane containing the aerodynamic
jump.



The jump plot can now be composed. Since the data indicated that the sabot discard
disturbances were effectively zero, the jump model contains only five components. These
components are: the muzzle pointing angle, crossing velocity, projectile center of gravity
motion at the muzzle, the aerodynamic jump and the gravity drop. The following technique
was utilized to close the jump components with the target impact: first, the muzzle pointing
angle jump and muzzle crossing velocity jump vectors were constructed from the origin of
the jump plot; second, the gravity drop and aerodynamic jump were extrapolated backward
from the target impact. The final component, the projectile center of gravity jump at
the muzzle, could then be determined by subtracting the other components from the total
jump. A check was then made to see if the center of gravity jump component was consistent
with the slope of the swerve data recorded by the x-rays at the muzzle, the Aerodynamics
Range swerve data and swerve data fit. This is the dashed line labeled "CG JUMP SLOPE"
in Figures (13) and (14), respectively. As can be seen the dashed line is tangent to the
swerve fit, solid line in the respective figures which is consistant with penetrator free flight
motion. The jump closure for round number 19160 is presented in Figure (18). Each round
was analyzed by the above technique and a summary of the results for the three different
front borerider stiffnesses is presented in the next section.

VI. Summary and Discussion of the Results

There are only seven rounds of data for the baseline configuration and five rounds
each for the soft and stiff boreriders, respectively. These are few data on which to base
what would be termed statistically significant conclusions. Howev.,-r, even with so few data,
insight can be gained about the physics of the stiffness effects on the launch, accuracy and
dispersion of this ammunition type. Table (2) is a summary to the target impact dispersion
for the three different cases. The data in the table are all in milliradians.

The obvious conclusion to be drawn from this data is that the projectiles fired from
the sabots with the stiff borerider appear to have lower dispersion. The proverbial question
is "Why?". As was discussed in. the previous section, there are only four jump components
and the gravity drop required to close with the target impact point. The gravity drop for
the 70 meter trajectory is small, its dispersion is negligible and will be ignored. Figures
(19), (20), (21) and (22) are summary plots of the individual jump components. Each jump
vector is normalized to it's own origin; therefore, these are plots of the magnitude and
direction of each component. The muzzle pointing angle, Figure (19), appears randomly
distributed in the vertical and generally in the positive horizontal direction for all borerider
stiffnesses.

Figure (20), the muzzle crossing velocity, is also randomly distributed but is an order
of magnitude smaller. The projectile center of gravity jump at the muzzle is random
in magnit-ide but is directed only in the upper half plane. Its magnitude is significant
because it is at least one order larger than the muzzle crossing velocity magnitude. It
can therefore be concluded that the projectile linear motion at the muzzle is not due to
the motion of the muzzle but depends primarily on the motion of the projectile relative
to the instantaneous bore centerline. The aerodynamic jump component, Figure (22),
appears completely random in magnitude and direction. Since there are no sabot discard

6



disturbances, the aerodynamic jump is linearly proportional to the angular rate of the
projectile at muzzle exit, Figure (23). Comparing Figure (24), the angular rate of the
gun muzzle at shot exit, to the data in Figure (23), a similar conclusion can be drawn for
the angular dynamics of the projectile as was for the linear dynamics. The angular rate
of the gun does not account for the angular motion of the projectile at the muzzle; it is
the angular motion of the projectile relative to the bore that dominates by at least one
order of magnitude. Another conclusion to be drawn from these data is that the muzzle
pointing angle can contribute to the ammunition dispersion but it is not likely that the
muzzle crossing velocity contributes significantly.

The plots provide physical insight to the phenomenon. However, there appears to
be no clear indication as to why using the stiff borerider sabots result in the lower target
impact dispersion. Tables (3), (4) and (5) are a tabular presentation of the data (in
milliradians) previously plotted.

The sum of the mean jump of each component in the horizontal and vertical planes for
all three configurations closes nicely with the measured mean impact point on the target.
The larger di :- frence in the vertical between the sum and the measured terms is the
average gravity drop, "i,'-ch has not been included here. The standard and stiff borerider
configurations were lanched at a 70 meter target and the soft borerider configurations at
a 51 meter target. Therefore, the gravity drop is a little smaller in Table (5). The mean
of each of the jump components is not significantly different for the three configurations
and neither is the dispersion. The iispersion in the aerodynamic jump component of
the stiff configuration is smaller o,, average but this is not enough to account for the
significantly lower target impact _rsion. Much more inte:esting is the result in the last
two columns of the three tables. ie standard configuration, TF.', : (3) the squares of the
individual comp)onent dispersi . d up to the squares of the target impact dispersion.
This result indicates tha . can be modeled by the dispersion model given by
Equation (1) and the comi. independent of each other. Unfortunately, the stiff
configuration, which hr t dispersion, and the horizontal dispersion component
of the soft configu--+' .isfy the simple dispersion model because the sum of the
squares of the indi,.. ..... inents is much larger than the square of the target impact
dispersion. This leads to the conclusion that the dispersion model given by Equations (2)
and (3) must be applied in order to explain the lower target impact dispersion.

If there is a perfect correlation between any two jump components, then the correlation
coefficient is one. Because of its extremely small magnitude, any correlation between
the muzzle crossing velocity component and any other component even for a correlation
coefficient of unity would not play a significant role in Equation (3). This is purely a
statistical argument to justify dropping any cross terms containing the muzzle crossing
velocity. However, a. valid physical argument can also be mad, Since the projectiles
were all fired from a Mann barrel and its inertial mass is so much larger than that of
the pro.,Actile inbore weight, the interchanp. of linear and angular momentum between
the projectile and the gun tube will affe hie gun dynamics only slightly. The primary
driver of the gun dynamics in all pro' ty, see Reference (1), is the response of the
tube to the breech pressure and the naw.:-re of the recoil system. In this specific case, as
was demonstrated in Figures (13) and (14), the effect , ' the lanyard moving the gun also
plays a role. The above reason along with the datta tresented in Figures (20), (21), (23)
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and (24), which shows that the linear and angular dynamics of the projectile at shot exit
is not driven by the muzzle dynamics, can be used to conclude that the muzzle pointing
angle component should not be correlated to any of the other jump components. The
only possible correlation that remains is one between the center of gravity jump at the
muzzle and the aerodynamic jump. Physically, there must be a coupling between these
two quantities because it is the inbore balloting motion that drives the dynamic state of
the projectile at muzzle exit. Both the linear velocity and the angular velocity of the
projectile are excited by the same interior ballistic forcing functions (i.e. the dynamic
and static curvature of the gun tube). Using the jump component data for the horizontal
component of the soft configuration, the existence of this correlation can be confirmed. It
can be shown that the correlation coefficient in Equation (2) is directly proportional to
the slope of a linear fit of any two components of the jump plotted against each other.

Figure (25) is a plot of the muzzle pointing angle versus the aerodynamic jump, the
muzzle pointing angle versus the projectile center of gravity jump and the projectile center
of gravity jump versus the aerodynamic jump. Clearly, the slope of the data plotted against
the muzzle pointing angle is small if not zero. However, there is a clear negative correlation
between the projectile center of gravity jump and the aerodynamic jump. Figure (26) is
the same plot but for the horizontal component of the stiff configuration. A similar trend
is seen in the data but the scatter in the data is much larger. The cross correlation terms,
Equation (2), can now be determined from the data in Figures (25) and (26) and the data
for the vertical jump components of the stiff configuration. From a basic statistics text,
Reference (8), the relation between the slope of the data and the correlation coefficient is:

r= (4)

The solid lines in Figures (25) and (26) are least squares fits of the projectile center of
gravity component versus the aerodynamic jump component. The results of using the
dispersion model given by Equation (3) are given in Table (6).

Clearly, the addition of the correlation term acai has helped close the difference
between the measured target impact dispersion and the dispersion computed using the
dispersion model. In the case of the horizontal component of the soft configuration, the
closure is reinarkable. It is probably just fortuitous that this occurred; however, the
closure for both components of the stiff configuration is good by statistical standards for
the number of dat" points available. Using a x2 test, it can be shown that the 80%
confidence interval on the measured target impact dispersion is 0.23 < a < 0.62. In Tables
(4) and (5) dispersion obtained from the sum of the individual components is just out
of this interval. Using the correlation terms brings the computed dispersion much closer
and well within this interval. Statistically this means we have closed the dispersion by
using the correlation model to within the ability to measure the data. It is felt that the
correlation model for the dispersion includes the important terms required to describe the
phenomenon.

Since the correlation term does appear to explain the lower dispersion numbers, a
physical explanation for the phenomenon is also required. To aid in understanding what
is occurring, Figure (27) is helpful. Consider the simple case of only two jump compo-
nents. In Figure (27) the first jump component is random in magnitude and direction and
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the second is less random in direction but still random in magnitude. The dispersion of
each component appears high individually but in the last view "Net Jump" the impact
dispersion of the sum of the two components is low, demonstrating the existence of the
correlation. Because the aerodynamic jump is proportional to the projectile angular rate
at the muzzle and the projectile center of gravity jump is actually the linear velocity at the
muzzle, both components are coupled inbore. The fact that they can interact so directly
is unique to this test because there were no sabot discard disturbances. In the case of
the baseline configuration and the vertical component of the soft configuration, no cor-
relation terms were found. The only plausible explanation for this is that changing the
front borerider stiffness has altered the inbore dynamic response such that the linear and
angular motion at the muzzle is in phase, out of phase or between phases in such a manner
to cause a symbiotic interaction reducing the dispersion.

VII. Influence of In-bore Balloting Motion

The experimental study has demonstrated that interrelationships between jump com-
ponents can have a significant impact upon the magnitude of ammunition dispersion.
Through statistical arguments, it was shown that the aerodynamic jump was correlated
to the linear motion of the projectile at the muzzle, for some test configurations. Since
there were no measurable discard disturbances, potential correlations between the linear
cg motion, angular rate at the muzzle, cg motion after sabot discard and aerodynamic
jump could be eliminated. The angular rate at the muzzle and the aerodynamic jump
are therfore linearly related and the correlation between aerodynamic jump and linear cg
motion was not obscured.

In the report, it has been further postulated that the in-bore balloting behaviour of
the projectile/sabot represents the link joining the linear and angular dynamics of the
bullet at the muzzle. Support for this contention can be garnered through a simplified
analysis of projectile in-bore motion, illustrating the potential for a correlation between
the linear and angular motion of the projectile as it exits the gun tube.

A number of sophisticated models have been developed to examine the details of
projectile in-bore motion, including lumped parameter models, References (9) & (10), and
finite element models, Reference (11), capable of accurately predicting the flexing of a
penetrator subjected to the large lateral accelerations due to projectile balloting motion.
Normally, the computational time required to implement a model is directly related to
its sophistication and ability to predict the details of in-bore projectile dynamics. In the
current study, interest is limited to demonstrating the potential for a correlation between
the angular and linear motion of the projectile at the muzzle, rather than accurately
predicting the detailed in-bore dynamics. To accomplish this task, a greatly simplified
model is utilized. In this model, the projectile/sabot is simulated by a rigid rod supported
by four linear springs representing the front borerider and rear obturator band of a saboted
projectile. The stiffness of each spring and its placement with respect to the center of
gravity of the rod is equal to that of the corresponding sabot element. Passage of the
projectile down the bore of the gun tube is simulated by permitting the point of attachment
between each of the springs and the supporting tube to translate in the transverse (y)



direction, as shown in Figure (28). To determine the position of the attachment points
as a function of time, only the static geometry of the gun tube (i.e. bore centerline and
diameter profiles) are considered.

Although the experiments were conducted for a projectile launched from a rifled tube,
the model limits itself to the examination of the planar motion for a nonspinning projectile
(i.e. a projectile launched from a smoothbore gun). Also, the dynamics of the rod is
represented in terms of the linear motion of its center of gravity y,g and the rotation of
the rod about this point, a. This motion can be determined from the summation of forces
and moments acting upon the cg.

EF = rnmpg (5)

M = 1& (6)

A fourth order Runge-Kutta technique, Reference (12), is utilized to integrate the equa-
tions. The excitation or driving function for the system is due to the passage of the rod
down a gun tube having curvature and/or a varying diameter resulting in an extension
or compression of the springs over and above that due to the free vibration of the rod.
The magnitude of this additional extension/compression is obtained by determining the
projectile axial position from a match case computed using the IBHVG2 interior ballistics
code, Reference (13), then using the measured bore straightness profile and bore diameter
to determine the instantaneous displacement of the attachment point for each spring to
the outer wall.

Figure (29) depicts the computed linear displacement of the cg for a rod with char-
acteristics similar to the "baseline" case traversing a gun tube having -a sinusoidal bore.
straightness profile (wavelength = 1.8m) at constant velocity. Note that the cg motion is
larger in amplitude and out of phase with the displacement of the wall at the location of
the front borerider. It was found that the magnitude of both the linear and angular mo-
tion for the projectile/sabot will be a function of the magnitude and frequency of the bore
centerline and diameter profiles as well as the placement and stiffness of the supporting
springs.

In the model, provision has been made to incorporate the effects of manufacturing
tolerances for both the projectile and and gun tube through the use of non-linear stiffness
functions for the springs (i.e. springs are linear but act only when a sabot element is
compressed) and non-zero initial conditions for both the linear and angular position of the
rod. The gun tube utilized for the experiment was unusually straight. The measured bore
straightness profile, Figure (30), reveals only a few small "bumps" with a magnitude larger
than the sensitivity of the measurement technique. In the model, the measured values for
bore straightness were used directly with no attempt to pass a smooth curve through the
points. The bore curvature will therefore cause a series of impulse disturbances to be
applied to the spring-mass system. Since a thick wall Mann Barrel was employed in the
tests, the "droop" of the tube is also expected to be small arid was not included iii the
computation. The bore diameter was, except for the zone where rifling begins, uniformly
25.02mm.
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For the current analysis, it is assumed that dispersion is due solely to differences in
the initial orientation of the projectile in the forcing cone of the gun tube, presumably
due to permitted tolerances when the projectile is loaded into the cartridge. Figure (31)
depicts the linear rate of the cg perpendicular to the guntube centerline for six possible
initial conditions, with the projectile: (1) cocked upward, to the full extent permitted
by the diameter of the gun, (2) parallel to the gun centerline, but placed initially at the
bottom of the tube, (3) cocked downwards to the full extent permitted, (4) parallel to the
gun centerline with the rod cg at the centerline of the tube, (5) cocked upwards, but only
to half the amount permitted by the diameter of the tube and (6) cocked downwards to
half the permitted amount. In all cases the diameter of the rod is 25mm.

The results can be placed into two groups. The first, consisting of cases for which
the cg was initially below the centerline of the tube exhibits an oscillatory motion with a
dominant frequency roughly equal to the natural frequency of the equivalent spring-mass
system. The second group was positioned with the cg initially above the centerline of the
gun and therefore the rod was not subjected to the same initial disturbance. At the muzzle
the motion of the two groups appears to be out of phase due to the different disturbances
to which they were exposed.

Figure (32) shows the angular rates (angular velo,:ty multiplied by the forward pro-
jectile velocity) for the same six initial conditions. Here a monotontic decrease of the rate
at the muzzle can be observed as one proceeds from the cocked up position through the
otraight initial state to the cocked down position. Plotting the aerodynamic jump versus
the linear jump, Figure (33), a negative correlation between the two velocities can be read-
ily observed for the "stiff" case. The figure also depicts results for "baseline" and "soft"
boreriders. There are positive correlations for both, approximately 3.4 times larger than
the negative correlation for the "stiff" case.

Care must be taken when interpreting the results. As already noted, the balloting
motion of the system will be a function of not only the stiffness and position of the supports,
but also the geometry of the gun tube (i.e. curvature and variation of diameter along the
bore) and the axial acceleration of the projectile in-bore. Therefore, results obtained for
this launch system may not be directly applicable to other gun tubes. As an example,
a similar computation was conducted for a system, in which the coordinate system was
permitted to rotate at an angular rate proportional to the forward velocity of the projectile,
modifying the driving function for the system. Figure (34) depicts the relationship between
projectile aerodynamic and linear jump in the vertical plane with respect to the gun tube.
In this instance, the correlation for the "stiff" borerider has increased in magnitude while
remaining negative. The "baseline" and soft borerider results show that the correlations
have decreased in magnitude by one-half the value computed for the non-rotating case.

In summary, computations performed utilizing this simplified model have demon-
strated that the angular velocity and linear velocity of the projectile at the muzzle can be
correlated. The rates will depend upon the projectile properties, the initial conditions, and
the in-bore geometry of the launch system and can produce correlations which increase or
decrease dispersion. Ideally, one should strive to design a system which is least sensitive
to anticipated variations in both the launch system and projectile geometries.
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VIII. Conclusions

The purpose of this research was to analyze the effects of structural changes in the
sabot components on the launch dynamics, accuracy and dispersion of fin-stabilized kinetic
energy ammunition. It had been hoped to find a simple design criterion for improving the
performance of the aiinnunition. Unfortunately, such a rule is not forthcoming. Based
on the data, a significant understanding of the factors influencing the accuracy and dis-
persion of this ammunition type was obtained. The dispersion model proposed by the
authors appears adequate to explain the physics of the ammunition dispersion. Because
the sabot/penetrator launch system is structurally very elastic, understanding the inbore
dynamic response of the projectile is the key to determining the initial conditions which
are needed to predict the accuracy and dispersion characteristics of the ammunition.
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Figure (1) Baseline Projectile Assembly

Figure (2) Photograph of Stiff, Soft Figure (3) Stiff Scoop Displacement
and Baseline Scoops
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Figure (7) X-Ray of the Projectile Figure (A) X-Pay of the Projectile
at 0.11 meter at 2.10 meters
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•'onftguration Stiffness (nt/•n) % of Baseline
Baseline 9.45 x 10' 100

Stiff 15.24 x lO6 161
Soft 6.65 x 105 71

Table (1) Front Borerider Stiffness

Configuration UX..I, I I Os I
Baseline -0.467 -0.187 0.83 0.60Stiff -0.055 -0.10 0.32 0.40

Soft 0.44 0.01 0.39 0.94

Table (2) Measured Target Impact Dispersion

Component 1[ X]ean J YmOwy 11i 0,I.f2

Muzzle Pointing Angle 0.140 0.040 10.17 0.09 0.0289 0.0081
Muzzle Crossing Velocity -0.007 -0.004 10.02 0.02 0.0004 0.0004
Projectile CG Jump -0.210 0.480 0.27 0.20 0.0729 0.0400
Aerodynamic Jump -0.380 -0.540 0.7T 0.58 0.6084 0.2916
Sum -0.457 -0.0490 0.85 0.58 0.7106 0.3401
Measured If-0.467 J-0.187 11 0.83 10.60 1 0.6889 10.36=00

Table (3) Mean Impact and Dispersion Summary - Baseline Configuration

Component j .,,,1,, I Yen 1 ft 1° , I . 0i.2

Muzzle Pointing Angle 0.120 -0.180 0.18 0.17 0.0324 0.0289
Muzzle Crossing Velocity -0.020 0.003 10.01 0.01 0.0001 0.0001
Projectile CG Jump -0.074 0.607 0.8 34 0.1600 0.1102
Aerodynamic Jump -0.080 -0.390 0.49 0.50 0.2401 0.2500
Sum m -0.054 0.040 0.65 0.63 0.4326 0.3946

11 Measured 1 -0.055 -0.100 110.32 L0.40 110.1024 10.1600

Table (4) Mean Impact and Dispersion Summary - Stiff Configuration
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Component Xmeo. l Ye.... iI 0 I FlI Z IZZ II
Muzzle Pointing Angle 0.03 -0.11 10.040 0.150 0.0016 0.0225
Muzzle Crossing Velocity -0.02 -0.00 10.013 0.029 0.0002 0.0008J
Projectile CG Jump 0.28 0.43 L0.450 0.190 0.2025 0.0361
Aerodynamic Jump 0.15 -0.20 0.430 0.870 0.1849 0.7569
Sum 0.44 0.12 0.620 0.900 0.3892 0.8163 A

I Measured 11 0.44 0.01 I1 0.390 10.940 110.1521 1 0.8836 11

Table (5) Mean Impact and Dispersion Summary - Soft Configuration

Component fl Term i Stiff _ _ Soft
Description Eqn. (3) Horizontal IjVertical 11 Horizontal jVertical
Muzzle Pointing Angle #•p 0.0324 0.0289 0.0016 0.0225
Muzzle Crossing Velocity or 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002 0,0008
Projectile CG Jump a 0.1600 0.1156 0.2025 0.0361
Aerodynamic Jump 2Ti 0.2401 0.2500 0.1849 0.7569
Correlation 2O#cqa -0.2040 -0.1518 -0.2380 1 0.0000a Sum Eqn. (3) T 0.2286 0.2428 [0.1512 0.8136
Measured # 0.1024 0.1600 3.1521 018836

I Sum Eqn. (3) a 0.48 0.49 0.39 0.90
Measured I 0.32 0.40 0.39 1 0.94

Table (6) Dispersion Results with Jump Correlation Terms
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